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Ciamis- 1 -24 and 49 are present in the application, to. view of the remarks th# fellow, 
ppheanis respect&lly request reconsideration. 



Applicants respectful ly traverse the huahw of the Office Action. More specffieallv, 
MFEP pObTvia) specifies thcsi an Office Action shall not be final "where the examiner 
introduces a new ground of rejection that is neither necessitated by applicants amendment of the 
claims, nor based on huormahon submitted in an iniotraatiow disclosure statement" The claim 
rejections in the present Office Action are not identical to die claim rejections in the most recent 
prior Office Action, hut instead include changes that raise new Issues, 

By way of example and not limitation, independent Claim ? is an originailyTiled claim 
thai has never been amended . The most recent prior Office Action (mailed October 15, 2009} 
rejeeledClaim 7 based on the embodiment shown jfo Figures I A and IB of Harada U .S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/00(15583. The present Office Action presents a different 
rejection of Claim 7 that is based on a combination ol(i) the embodiment shown in Figures 1 A 
and: IB of Harada, and (2) a different embodiment shown in Figures 36 A and MB of Harada, 
This is a new ground of rej ect i on lor Clai m ?. 

The same problem exists in regard to independent Claim 16, which was not 
amended in Applicants' most recent prior Response (filed December 28. 2009). The October 15 
Office Action rejected Claim 16 based on thu embodiment shown in Figures 'I A and IB of 
Harada, whereas the present Office Action presents a dlffirent resection of Claim 16 that is based 
on a combination of (I ) the embodiment shown in Figures 1 A and IB of rJarada, and (2) the 
different embodiment shown im Figures 36A and 36 B of Harada, This is a new ground of 

rejection for Claim 16. 

The same problem also exists in regard to independent Claim 1 „ Applicants 1 last 
Response (filed Decemhef 28,. 2009) made a very minor amendment in the middle of Claim I, by 
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changing a capital letter to a lower-case letter ("Corner" to "comer"). This was merely a 
grammatical impre venmiit, arid had no effect whatsoever on. the scope of Claim !., The 
October 13 Office Action refected Claim 1 based on the ■embodiment shown m Figures I A and 
IB of Harada, whereas die present Office Action presents a different rejection of CWmx 1 that is 
based on a eombmation of ( I) the embodiment shown in Figures 1,4 and 1 B -of Harada, and (2) 
me different ernbedlmcnt shown in Figures 36A and 36B of Harada. This Is a new ground of 
rejection for Claim 1 . 

These multiple new grounds of rejection are not in response to any claim amendments 
made in -Applicants' last Response, nor are they based on art newiy- submitted m an information 
disclosure statement, instead, m the words of MPliF ^706.0?ia). this is.a simation ^where the 
examiner introduces a new ground of rejection that is neither necessitated by anphcanfs 
amendment of the claims nor based on inibnnation submitted in an information disclosure 
statement," Consequently, in accord with MPEP §?O6.0?Ca>, if is njspeetfaliy snbmitmd that the 
Inaiity of the pending Office Action is not: proper, and most he withdrawn. Notice to that effect 
is respectfully requested. 



IndependcniOaimJ. 

independent Claim ! stands rejected under 35 tlS.C. §102 as anticipated bv Barada U.S. 
Patent Application Publication. Mo, 2£)02/BOOSSt3 •< This ground of rejection is respeetfully 
traversed. In MFEP §21 21 , the Fi O cites relevant case law, and explains that tor a reference to 
anticipate a claim, under §102, the reference (!) must disclose each and every -element recked in 
die claim, and (2) must also disclose all of these elements arranged in die manner recited in the 
claim. In order to meet these requirements, a rejection under § 102 must be based on njjejgd 
only one eittbodl«ie»t in Ihe suecified reference, (if the Examiner is not familiar with this 
requirement, the Examiner may wish to read the paragraph bridging pages ICE! 1 m the Decision 
on Anneal Issued by the PTQ Board of Appeals on November It), 200$ for U.S. Serial No. 
09/81 3,400 in ExpamlmMg}. 
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The preset rejection of Claim ! is explained, hi the paragraph appearing at the hoPom of 
page 2 of t he pftscnt Office Action, and on pages 3-4 The last paragraph on page 2 mixes 
references to two distinctly d!:ffe«t tmk^ments in Hssrada, wMcJj .m ■(!■) the embodiment of 
Figures 1 A- IB and (2) the erofeodiment of Figures Pages 3-4 of the Office Action 

present marked-up copies of Figures 1 A. IB, 3eA and 368 of Harada. liarada explains m 
paragraph f 0022 1 that Figures 3 A- I B show a "first enbSodinmntA mid explains in paragraph 
£01071 that FigwTcs show a "fifth emhodunenC. hi eorPrash a proper §102 rejection of 

Claim 1 must discuss giMtijMOI^ ' m H&rads, The new rejection of Claim I 

ki the present Office Action is therefhre not proper, and U is respectfully submitted that this §102 
rejection must be withdrawn. 

A further problem with this §102 rejection is that Claim 1 is not anticipated by either the 
embodiment shown in Figures 1A-1B of Harada, or the embodiment shown in figures 3oA~36B 
ofHarada, in this regard. Applicants' Claim 1 recites: 

A shatctore tor corners of metallic features of 
semiconductor integrating eireuhs, comprising: 

comer ancles of all comers of nmiallie features, imbedded 

A.V WWW 

m dielectric layers, which are greater than 90 degrees. 
(Emphasis added). 

Claim. 1 thus require that the comer angles of aH eo-tners of metallic features embedded 
m dielectric layers be neater than 90-. But this k ;noi the mm in the embaditnent shpwfl in 
Figure I A of Harsda, due 'for mample to the fact that the trshap^-snetaUtc feature 17 has 
comers that w% net greater than 90% Nor is this the case in the embodiment shown m 
Figure 36A of Harada, which shows the same - L-shap^i metallic feature (no reference nuniera!) 
with comers that are ml greater than 90% "Thus, the emhodimem shown m Figure l;A of $ imM 
.does fust disclose everything recited; m Claim L and therefore: does xmi meet the legal 
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reqwemon^ Jbr mlmpatioa, as summarized m MPEP §2131. Similarly, the emhodimesH 
.sknvu in Figivm 36A of Eararia does not disclose everything relied In Claim L and therefore 
does « jwt the legal requirement for anticipation, as summarised in MPEP §2131. 

On page 10 of the Office Action, the Examiner asserts that her rejection does not rely on 
the metaliieefement shown at 17 In Figure I A, or the similar metallic element sho wn In Fi gure 

However, u is respectmlly submitted that the Examinees argument on this point has no 
merit. Claim 1 explicitly requires that the corner angles of &|£ ..comers -of metallic features 
embedded in dielectric layers foe greater than 90°. Consequently, when evaluating whether 
Claim I reads onto die cmbodimera of Figure th m onto the embodiment of Figure 36 A, it is 
necessary to take into aecoimt "eomer angles of all earners erf metallic features . . . i mbedded in 
dielectric layers*, and thi$ necessarily includes the metallic element shown at 1? m Figure 1 A, or 
the similar metallic element shown in Figure MA, And when dieae metallic elements are taken 
into account, Claim I is not anticipated by either the embodiment of Figures I A- IB, or by the 
embodiment of Figures 

On pages 10-1 ! of the QfSce Action, the Examiner also argued that 

applicants' original specification and ehnms do not exclude seine 
other metallic elements having different shape or size in the 
device. Furthermore, it is well known m the semiconductor art that 
in the semiconductor device, there are many metallic elements 
such p passi ve components, capacitors or plugs imbedded in 
dielectric layers with different ske and shape. 

However, it is not clear why the Examiner heheves this discussion of sfee and shape has any 
relevance to Applicants Claim L If a metallic element is embedded in a dielectric, then the issue 
is not the shape or -ms-df that, metallic element, instead, the issue is whether -"comer angles of 
all comers of . , , j that] metallic feature , , . are greater than. degrees'" , m required by Claim I , 
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Da page 1 1 of the Office Action, the Examiner %&m on to argue that; 

applicants only describe and show in the drawings a partial view of 
the device, and not the whole view of the device. -Lastly, 
applicants 5 claims do not recite "ail metallic features in the 
senikonductor device", other thai) the particular bonding pads 
(metallic features^ or b the claims, or the speoitkatiom 

However, as to the §102 rejection of Claim ! s the issue & not what Applicants show in the 
drawings or describe in the specification. Nor is it relevant that Claim I does not happen to 
include the particular phrase corned by the Examiner ii.e, "all motalhe features in the 
semiconductor device'}, The issue is; the specific language of Glarm I as presented by 
Applicants, Claim: 1 explicitly refers to :: glf corners of nietallie features , , * imbedded in 
dudecuie layers" (emphasis added). Thus, only metallic features embedded in diekcuie layers 
are relevant to Claim I, but the language of .Claim 1 is quite clear that it is wfering to all eorners 
of all metallic features embedded in dielectric material The Examinees comments about the 
disclosure of the specification and drawings and the hypotheiieal claim language coined by the 
Examiner, ha ve no relevance at all to whether the actual language of Claim; 1 is anticipated by 
the indicated portions of Harada. 

For each of the different reasons discussed above, it is respectfully submitted (1 ) that the 
§102 rejection of Claim 1 improperly miles on multiple ditTerent embodiments in H arada, and 
p) that none of the mul tiple cited embodiments an Harada disetoses all of the limitations in 
Claitn L Claim ! is therefore believed to be allowable over the indicated portions of Harada, 
and notice to that effect is respeci&ily requested. 
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Independent Ciaim 7 stands Reeled uader 35 O.S.C, §103 as anticipated by llarada. 
This ground of reaction is respectfully traversed, for the following reasons. 

First, art evnianabon of the §162 rejection of Claim 7 appears m linos 1 1 A 6 on page 5 of 
the present Office Aedors. This explanation mixes references to two dishncdy different 
embodiments w I farada, which are (1 } the eotbodimeni of Figures 1 A- 1 B arid (2) the 
srofeodmreni of Figures MA-3A8. Fages.3-4 of the Office Aeikmpressmt markectap eoptes of 
Figures 1A, \% MA and 368 of Harada, Haraha explains in paragraph SlX)72| that 
Fibres 1 A*l B show a "first embodiment", and explains in paragraph [0107] that 
Figures X>A~36B show a Ir filtb ambodi:nienf ! '< fo contrast, as dkcuss^l above in associatiori with 
Claim U & proper §102 rejection of Claim ? mm. diseu^g^ m- 
Harada. The new rejection of Claim 7 in the present Office Action b therefore not proper, and it 
k-rm^iMly: Emitted that this §102 rejection must be withdrawn. 

A further problem with this §102 ejection is thai Claim 7 k not anticipated by either the 
embodiment sm->wn in Figures 1 of Harada 4 or the embodiment shown m Figuim 36A46B 
of Harada, hi this regard , Applicants' Claim 7 recites ; 

A stricture tor comers of metallic 1#$twes of 
senikoriductor integrating circuits, comprising: 

Comers of all metallic features, imbedded in: dielectric 
layers, which are formed in n~ioM clipped comer conS|airations, 
with n being greater than 0, (Emphasis added). 

The device in Figure 1 A of Harada has a metallic feaiurc 17 thai is embedded in dielectric 
material, with 9CP comers that arc mj| clipped. The device in Figure 36A of Harada has a similar 
metallic feature (no reference numeral) that is embedded: m dielectric material with 90° corners 
that are igt clipped. As evident from, the claim limitations quoted above, Claim 7 requires that 
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the corners of til metallic features embedded !» dfolectrfolayers be n-fold clipped corner 
cootlgwatiome where n is greaser than 0. Bui ikm is not the ease with the device shown in 
Figure 1A of Harada, or the device shown in Figure 3<>A of Harada, due for example to the fact 
thai each such dev ice has a rnctalHe feature ( ! 7 in Figure I A) with 9CF comers that are not 
clipped Accordingly, Figure 1 A of Barada does not disclose everything recited m Claim 7, and 
therefore docs not meet foe legal reuubements for anticipation, as summarized fcMPEP p B:l ■ 
Similarly, Figure MA of Marada does not disclose everything recited in Claim 7 5 and therefore 
dees not. meet the legal requirements for anticipation, as summarised fo MFEP §2131 .... 

On pages 10* 11 of the Office Action, the Examiner offers several arguments against 
Applicants' positlom These arguments have already been discussed, above in association with 
Claim 1 , For reasons similar to those discussed above in association with Claim 1, these 
ariuments by foe Examiner are believed to he without merit in regard to. Claim 7. 

For each of the dilferent reasons discussed above. It: is respectfully submitted (!) thai the 
§102 rejection of Claim .7 Improperly relies on multiple different: embodiments in ilarada, and 
(2) that none of the multiple cited embodiments in Barada discloses all of the limitations in 
Claim 7. Ckmu 7 is therefore believed to be allowable over the indicated portions of Harada, 
and notice to that effect is respectfully requested. 

IndonendentidgAnilb 

Independent Claim to stands rejected under 35 U,S,Ch § 1 02 as anticipated by Harada. 
This ground ©f rejection is respectfully traversed, for the fell owing reasons. 

First, an explanation of the §102 rejection of Claim. U appears in lines 4fo 0 n pap ? ® f 
the present Ofice Action. Ibis explanation mixes references to two distinctly different 
embodiments in Barada, which are (i) the embodiment of Figures 1A-IB and (2) the 
: eTnbodimeut of Figures 36A-36B. Pages 3-4 of the Office Action present marked-up copies of 
Figures LA, I B, 36A and 36B of Harada, Barada: explains in paragraph [0072] that 
Figures I A- IE show a "first embodimenlw and explains in paragraph [0107] that 
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Figures MA-36B show a "fifth, embodiment", U-WWz&t, W .dimmed abavein association with 
Claim I, a proper §102 refection of Claim 16 must discuss aftft ftnd 

Bsrada. The new rejection of Claim 1 6 in the present Office Action is therefore not proper, and 
it is respectfully submitted that this §102 rejection .must be withdrawn. 

A further problem, with this § 102 rejection is thai Claim 10 is not anticipated by either the 
embodiment shown m Figures 1MB of Hm&& or the embodiment shown in Figures 36A-M8 
of Maratta In mis regard, Applicants' Claim 16 recites: 

A structure for metallic features of semiconductor 
integrating circuits, comprising: 

shapes of all metallic features imbedded in dielectric 
layers, thai could be formed as /squares, are instead conSgured as 
maided regular polygons, where m is greater ihm. 4, 
c= i ^msis addod)c 



The device in Figure 1 A of Ff&rada has a metallic feature 17 that is embedded in dielectric 
material that happens to fee rectangular hut eonM be a .square, and thai is mi mt maided regular 
polygon, whore m is greater than 4. The device in Figure. 3SA of liiarada has a similar ..metallic 
foamre (no reference numeral) that is embedded m dielectric material, that happens to be 
rectangular but muM be a square, and that is not au resided regular polygon, where m is; greater 
than 4. As evident from the eteim limitations quoted above, Claim 16 requires the shapes of §]| 
metallic features thai could he squares to instead be formed as m-sided regular polvgons, where 
m is greater than 4, But this- h out the case with the device shown in figure 1 A of li brada, or the 
device shown in Figure MA of Harada, due for ex ample to the iaet that even though the metallic 
feature .(17 in Figure I A) could be a square, it is not configured as an maided regular polygon, 
where m w greater than 4; Figure 1 A of Rarada thus does not disclose everything reeited in 
.Claim 1 6, and therefore does not meet the legal requirements tor anticipation, as summadzed in 

o 

.>* 
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M?W §21 31, Similarly, Figftrc36A of Harada thus does not <lisdo^ ewythmg redted hi 
Clmm U% and therefore does not meet the legal requirements for anticipation, as simirnanzed in 
MFBF p i 31, 

On pages t.0.4 1 of the Office Action, the B^nmor oiTm several *f$imei?bi against 
Applicants' position. These ar guments have already been discussed above m association with 
Claim I . For reasons similar to those discussed above in association with Claim i , these 
arguments by the Examiner are believed to Be withoM merit In regard to Claim. Hi 

For each of the difeem reasons discussed above, it k respectfully submitted (!) thai the 
•|I02 tejeeuon of (Mm 16 improperly r?l ies on multiple different emtedimems in Harada, and 
(2) that none of the multiple cited embodiments in (feada discloses all of the limitations in 
Claim 16, Claim 16 is therefore believed to he allowable: over the indicated portions ofHarada, 
and notice to that eilect is respeeth.il !y requested. 



^deni Claims 



KJexu 

Claims 2-6 and 49, Clmm 8-15, and Claims 17-24 tespeetively depend horn Claim J ? 
Claim 7, ami Claim 16, and are also believed to be patentable, for example for the same reasons 
discussed above with raspeet to Claims I , 7 and I& r^speepvely. 



Conclusion 



Based on the foregoing, lib respectfully sutehticd thai all of the pending claims are My 
allowable, and favorable reconsideration of this application k therefore respeeihdly requested. If 
the Examiner believes that examtnauon of the present application may be advanced in any way 
by a telephone conference, .-the Examiner is invited to telephone die undersigned attorney at 
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Ajtatgfi Applicants believe that no; fee is due in assoeDtioo with the filing of tills 
Response, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fee required by this 
paper, or to credit any overpayment, to Deposit Account No. OS- 1 394 ofH&yrw?s and Boone LLP 



Date: May 21. 2010; 



HAYNES AND BOQME, LLP 
Suite 700, IP Section 
2323 Victory A venue 
Dallas, Texas 752!? 
Telephone; (972) 680-7550 
Facsimile: (214) 200-0853 



a,- 



ftepeet&Oy submitted^ 



T. Murray ; S^lih 
Registr&tM^ No> 30,222 
(972) ?3^S64? 



Enclosures: None 
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